This study provided a meta-analysis of the relationship of the Ohio State leadership behaviorsConsideration and Initiating Structure-with leadership. Overall, 163 independent correlations for Consideration and 159 correlations for Initiating Structure were analyzed. Results revealed that both Consideration (.48) and Initiating Structure (.29) have moderately strong, nonzero relations with leadership outcomes. Consideration was more strongly related to follower satisfaction (leader satisfaction, job satisfaction), motivation, and leader effectiveness, and Initiating Structure was slightly more strongly related to leader job performance and group-organization performance. Validities did vary by leadership measure, but in most cases validities generalized regardless of the measure used. Overall, the results provide important support for the validity of Initiating Structure and Consideration in leadership research.
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In the more than half century since the discovery of Consideration and Initiating Structure, much has been learned about these concepts. At the same time, upon reflecting on this literature, one cannot help but be impressed by the mysteries surrounding Consideration and Structure, as well as how quickly they fell out of favor in leadership research. Questions were raised about the generality of the validities and the nature of the measures themselves; many may feel that these questions were never answered satisfactorily. Fleishman (1995) , for example, argued that the validities of Consideration and Initiating Structure are curvilinear, such that there are diminishing returns to the increased use of consideration and structure on the part of the leader. However, with the exception of the highly cited study by Fleishman and Harris (1962) , this hypothesis has not been tested further (Fleishman, 1998) . Similarly, research was often criticized for its reliance on common source data in which the leadership behavior ratings and criteria were collected from the same source , although in fairness, many subsequent studies did use independent data sources (e.g., Ilgen & Fuji, 1976; Sheridan & Vredenburgh, 1978b) . Another controversy is how Consideration and Structure should be measured. Several measures of the constructs have been developed, each has been criticized on various grounds , and yet each seems to have its adherents. As we note later, whether these measures in fact assess the same construct, and which measure is superior, is not 1 Although we make primary reference to the work of the Ohio State leadership studies, we note that researchers at the University of Michigan carried out a relatively concurrent and in some ways comparable leadership research program (e.g., Likert, 1961) . Although the contributions of the Michigan studies should be acknowledged, the Michigan dimensions of employee-centered leadership and production-centered leadership were much less frequently studied in empirical research. Perhaps the most focal contribution of the Michigan studies was the Blake and Mouton managerial grid (Blake, Mouton, & Bidwell, 1962) , which has been criticized in the literature on various grounds (Bernardin & Alvares, 1976) . Similarly, at roughly the same time, Bales and associates at Harvard studied person-and task-oriented behaviors (Bales, 1954) although again, these contributions have been less recognized in the literature. As noted by Chemers (1997) , "The most extensive program of research on the relative effectiveness of leadership behavior patterns was carried out by the very productive group of researchers at Ohio State" (p. 23). In accordance, we focused on the Ohio State dimensions of Consideration and Initiating Structure. universally accepted (see Bass, 1990, and Fleishman, 1995, for reviews) .
On a conceptual level, House's (1977) theory of charismatic leadership shifted the focus of leadership research to higher end constructs. Further, with the emergence of implicit leadership theories, researchers started to question the internal validity of behavioral leadership survey measures in general, and measures of Consideration and Structure were no exception (Rush, Thomas, & Lord, 1977) . In addition, from an implicit theory perspective, the shift toward higher end leadership constructs perhaps has made researchers realize that constructs such as charisma and vision are more central to their own implicit theories of leadership than constructs such as Consideration and Structure, and this realization was then reflected in the leadership constructs and processes investigated in their research.
In sum, research on Consideration and Structure has been criticized on both methodological and conceptual grounds. Perhaps as a result of these criticisms, Consideration and Initiating Structure are widely believed to be of limited validity and little direct utility in contemporary leadership thinking and research. To be sure, these constructs are recognized as an important part of the lineage of present day leadership research (House & Podsakoff, 1994) . However, in most comprehensive reviews of the leadership literature, one is left with the impression that these constructs are archaic. The Ohio State studies, contemporary thinking argues, are to be remembered only to better understand where we are today; Consideration and Structure are historical concepts that, due to various methodological and conceptual deficiencies and failed efforts at validation, led to other advancements that are of greater current relevance. One can readily find quotations in the literature that reflect this viewpoint:
The results show a predominance of low to moderate correlations . . . there is as yet almost no evidence on the predictive validity of "Consideration" and "Initiating Structure" (Korman, 1966, p. 360 ).
Researchers have not been able to establish a consistent link between task and relationship behaviors and outcomes such as morale, job satisfaction, and productivity (Northouse, 1997, p. 45 ).
The results have been weak and inconsistent for most criteria of leadership effectiveness (Yukl, 1998, p. 49) .
Overall, the research based on a two-factor conceptualization of leadership behavior has added little to our knowledge about effective leadership (Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992, p. 156) .
Unfortunately, there was no pattern of leader behavior which was found to be consistently associated with subordinates' satisfaction or any criteria of supervisor or manager effectiveness (House & Aditya, 1997) .
Although not everyone is as pessimistic about the contemporary relevance of the Consideration and Structure factors (notably, Fleishman, 1998) , the above quotations suggest that most researchers consider these leadership behaviors to be outmoded.
Given the inconsistencies in the validity of Consideration and Structure that were concluded to exist, researchers have argued that a way to advance the literature is to investigate situational moderators (Korman, 1966) . Yukl and Van Fleet (1992) effectively summarized this thinking by commenting, "The relative importance of specific forms of [Consideration and Initiating Structure] varies from situation to situation" (p. 157). Kerr and Schriesheim (1974) documented the situational moderators that had been studied at that time, which include subordinate factors (e.g., follower job knowledge), supervisor factors (e.g., upward influence), and task factors (e.g., autonomy). Given the assumed lack of support for the main effects of Consideration and Structure, in the 1970s many researchers turned to the investigation of situational factors that might moderate their effects. One of the most popular theories of leadership in the 1970s and 1980s-pathgoal theory (House, 1971 )-was based on the premise that factors moderate and mediate the effect of Consideration and Structure on outcomes.
Although we do not deny that situational moderators may exist and may prove productive in future research, we would note two points. First, theories that were explicitly developed to test moderators of Consideration and Initiating Structure have not received clear support in the literature. For example, support for path-goal theory (House, 1971 ) was labeled as "mixed" by the creator of the theory himself (House & Podsakoff, 1994 , p. 52); Wofford and Liska (1993) , on the basis of a meta-analytic review, described the support as "inconsistent" and "marginal." Similarly, support for the "neutralizers" in Kerr and Jermier's (1978) substitutes for leadership theory, which sought to explain why the leadership behaviors are of modest validity, was described as "not . . . all that more supportive than the tests of path-goal moderators" (House & Podsakoff, 1994, p. 53) . As with path-goal theory, this is a conclusion borne out by meta-analytic evidence in which the substitutes main effects appear to exert more substantial influences than the moderating effects as predicted by the theory (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Bommer, 1996) . Second, before one concludes that there are situational moderators based on the premise of inconsistent results, it is important to first document that these inconsistencies do in fact exist.
The purpose of the present study is to provide a comprehensive examination of the validity of Consideration and Initiating Structure in leadership research. We examine every available study and perform a meta-analytic review that (a) estimates the overall validity of Consideration and Initiating Structure in predicting both subjective (e.g., satisfaction) and objective (e.g., performance) leadership criteria, (b) estimates the correlation between Consideration and Initiating Structure, and (c) determines whether validities vary by measure and, if so, by how much. Given the limitations of narrative reviews (potentially misleading conclusions, over-or underweighting of particular studies, failure to consider study artifacts and measurement error; Hunter & Schmidt, 1990) , it is worthwhile to consider the actual effect sizes once sampling and measurement error have been taken into account. At the very least, this review will provide a proper historical perspective on these constructs. More fundamentally, it could alter understanding of these constructs and suggest new areas for research. In the next section of the article, we present hypotheses regarding Consideration and Initiating Structure.
Review of the Literature and Hypothesized Relations
Although there may be considerable pessimism regarding the validity of Consideration and Initiating Structure, one conclusion that has often been drawn from an examination of the empirical data is that Consideration correlates more strongly with follower satisfaction and Initiating Structure correlates more strongly with performance or effectiveness. Both Bass (1990) and Yukl (1998) , for example, noted that the clearest set of results regarding the validity of the two behaviors is the correlation of Consideration with satisfaction. This pattern of associations fits well with the conceptual nature of the constructs. As noted by Halpin (1957b) , one would expect leaders high on Initiating Structure to be more effective at meeting role expectations, whereas one would expect followers to prefer (and thus be more satisfied by) leaders who are considerate. Considerate leaders are empathetic (Fleishman & Salter, 1963) , and thus should be skilled at sensing and subsequently satisfying the needs of their followers. Because the orientation of structuring leaders is toward the task (Bass, 1990) , they should be more effective at producing performance outcomes. Although the strongest support can be offered for the expectation that Consideration correlates more strongly with follower satisfaction, whereas Initiating Structure correlates more strongly with performance and leader effectiveness (Hypothesis 3), in order to test their effects across all criteria, we hypothesized main effects for Consideration (Hypothesis 1) and Structure (Hypothesis 2) for all the criteria.
Hypothesis 1: Consideration will be positively related to (a) follower satisfaction (leader satisfaction, job satisfaction) and (b) leader performance or effectiveness (leader job performance, group-organization performance, leader effectiveness).
Hypothesis 2: Initiating Structure will be positively related to (a) follower satisfaction (leader satisfaction, job satisfaction) and (b) leader performance or effectiveness (leader job performance, group-organization performance, leader effectiveness).
Hypothesis 3: Compared with Initiating Structure, Consideration will be more strongly related to follower satisfaction (leader satisfaction, job satisfaction), whereas, compared with Consideration, Initiating Structure will be more strongly related to leader performance or effectiveness (leader job performance, group-organization performance, leader effectiveness).
In the literature, four measures of Consideration and Initiating Structure have been widely used: The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ; Halpin, 1957a) , the LBDQ, Form XII (LBDQ-XII; Stogdill, 1963) , the Supervisory Behavior Description Questionnaire (SBDQ; Fleishman, 1989b) , and the Leader Opinion Questionnaire (LOQ; Fleishman, 1989a) . The LOQ is the most unique of these measures in that it asks leaders to indicate how often they believe they should (vs. actually do) engage in considerate and structuring behaviors. A common theme in the literature is that the specific measures correlate differently with outcomes (House & Aditya, 1997) . Schriesheim and Kerr (1974) concluded that the LBDQ-XII is the best measure of Consideration and Initiating Structure. Fleishman (1995) disagreed, arguing that the SBDQ and LOQ were better measures. Irrespective of which measure is superior, in light of past research we expect validities to vary by measure.
Hypothesis 4: Validities of (a) Consideration and (b) Initiating Structure will vary by measure.
The correlation between Consideration and Initiating Structure has been the subject of much debate. The concern with the independence of these dimensions can be traced to two sources. First, orthogonality of the dimensions was often claimed in the literature; orthogonality suggests that the dimensions are wholly independent. Second, perhaps the most popular practical application of the leader behavior approach-the managerial grid-is based on the assumption of orthogonality. Weissenberg and Kavanagh (1972) reviewed the literature on the relationship between measures of Consideration and Structure and concluded that the two dimensions "are not always empirically independent as stated and implied" (p. 127). Bass (1990) agreed, noting, "Initiation and Consideration should be independent, but such is not the case" (p. 515). Weissenberg and Kavanagh (1972) further argued that the relationship between Consideration and Initiating Structure varied depending on the measure used. Fleishman (1995) also noted that the Consideration-Structure correlation could be expected to vary by measure, with the LOQ and SBDQ displaying lower intercorrelations. Thus, overall, we believe that Consideration and Initiating Structure will be positively related, but we also believe that the specific measure used will explain variability in these correlations across studies.
Hypothesis 5: There will be a significant (nonzero) correlation between Consideration and Initiating Structure.
Hypothesis 6: The intercorrelation of Consideration and Initiating Structure will vary by measure.
Method

Literature Search
To identify all possible studies of the relationships between Consideration, Initiating Structure, and relevant organizational criteria, we searched the PsycINFO database for studies (articles, book chapters, dissertations, and unpublished reports) that referenced two general keyword categories. First, we searched for studies that referenced the terms Consideration or Initiating Structure, as well as related terms such as employee orientation, production-centered, or the names of the measures used to assess Consideration and Initiating Structure (e.g., LBDQ). We combined these keyword searches with search results for leadership criteria, including keywords such as leader effectiveness, job satisfaction, group performance, and motivation. In addition to the electronic searches, we examined the reference lists of comprehensive reviews of the literature (e.g., Bass, 1990; Fleishman, 1998; Fleishman, Mumford, Zaccaro, & Levin, 1991; Schreisheim, House, & Kerr, 1976; and included articles that appeared relevant.
Our search efforts resulted in the identification of 18 articles referenced in literature reviews or meta-analyses on relevant topics, and 1,180 abstracts identified by means of electronic searches (878 journal articles and 302 dissertations). In reviewing the abstracts, we eliminated studies that clearly did not include primary data (such as qualitative studies or reviews) and studies that did not appear to measure leadership. Further, we eliminated studies that did not appear to measure a relevant criterion such as leader job performance or motivation.
For the remaining 165 articles and 36 doctoral dissertations, we examined each study to determine whether it contained the information needed to calculate validities. Several studies were excluded because they reported percentages or proportions or means with no standard deviations, or because they reported other measures of association that could not be converted to correlations. In total, 130 studies met the criteria for inclusion in the database (117 journal articles and 13 dissertations). These studies reported a total of 593 correlations computed from 457 independent samples. We formed three distinct databases in order to estimate the metaanalytic correlations between (1) Consideration and organizational criteria, (2) Initiating Structure and organizational criteria, (3) Consideration and Initiating Structure. Table 1 shows the number of primary correlations included in each meta-analytical database together with the number of studies that reported these correlations and the total number of independent samples that were used to compute the correlations.
Meta-Analytic Procedures
Using the methods of Hunter and Schmidt (1990) , we conducted three main meta-analyses to estimate the correlations among Consideration, Initiating Structure, and organizational criteria. We corrected each primary correlation for attenuation because of unreliability in both the predictor and the criterion, and then we computed the sample-weighted mean of these corrected correlations. To estimate parameters describing the variability of the meta-analytical estimates and the confidence in these estimates, the variance of the observed individual estimates was corrected for the effects of both sampling and differential measurement error. When authors of original studies reported the internal consistency reliability for the measures used to compute the primary correlations-as was the case for the majority of correlations-we used this value to correct the observed correlation for attenuation. When reliabilities for predictor and criteria measures were not reported in the original studies, we averaged the reliabilities reported in the studies that did provide such estimates for similar measures and used these mean reliability values to correct the primary correlations.
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In addition to reporting point estimates for corrected correlations, it is also important to describe variability in these estimates. In accordance, we report 80% credibility intervals and 90% confidence intervals around the estimated population correlations. We believe it is important to report both confidence and credibility intervals because each tells us different things about the nature of the estimates. Confidence intervals provide an estimate of the variability around the estimated mean corrected correlation that is due to sampling error: a 90% confidence interval around a positive point estimate that excludes zero indicates that if the estimation procedures were repeated a large number of times, the point estimate would be larger than zero in 95% of the cases (the other 5% would be zero or negative). Credibility intervals provide an estimate of the variability of individual correlations across studies: an 80% credibility interval excluding zero indicates that 90% of the individual correlations in the meta-analysis excluded zero (for positive correlations, less than 10% are zero or negative, and 10% lie at or beyond the upper bound of the interval). Thus, confidence intervals estimate variability in the mean correlation, whereas credibility intervals estimate variability in the individual correlations across the studies.
Moderator Analyses
We divided the primary estimates into categories according to the expected moderator variables. We conducted separate meta-analyses for each of the categories to estimate the true correlations for the categories delimited by moderator variables. Meta-analytical evidence for the presence of moderators requires that (a) true estimates are different in the categories formed by the potential moderator variable, and (b) the mean corrected standard deviation within categories is smaller than the corrected standard deviation computed for combined categories. To test for the presence of moderator effects, as recommended by Sagie and Koslowsky (1993) , we report the Q statistic (Hunter & Schmidt, 1990, p. 151) , which tests for homogeneity in the true correlations across studies. A significant Q statistic (which is approximately distributed as a chi-square, 2 ), indicates the likelihood that moderators explain variability in the correlations across studies. If a significant Q statistic across moderator categories becomes nonsignificant within a moderator category, it suggests that the moderator explains a significant amount of the variability in the correlations across the moderator categories.
Results Table 2 provides the results of the overall meta-analyses, which estimate the validity of Consideration and Initiating Structure, collapsed across all criteria and measures. The meta-analysis results, on the basis of 163 correlations for Consideration and 159 correlations for Initiating Structure, revealed that both Consideration and Structure evince nonzero correlations across the leadership criteria. Specifically, because the 90% confidence intervals excluded zero, we can be confident that the mean Consideration correlation and the mean Initiating Structure correlation are nonzero. Furthermore, because the 80% credibility intervals exclude zero, more than 90% of the individual correlations for Consideration and Structure are greater than zero (a maximum of 10% lie at or beyond the upper bound of the interval). Despite their significance, the average correlation for Consideration ( ϭ .48) is appreciably larger than the average correlation for Initiating Structure ( ϭ .29).
2 As it was pointed out by an anonymous reviewer, compared with Hunter and Schmidt (1990) , the procedure developed by Raju, Burke, Normand, and Langlois (1991) estimates the standard deviation of the true-score correlations more accurately (because it takes into account the sampling errors associated with sample-specific estimates of the reliabilities of the scores on the predictor and criterion measures when computing the sampling variance of the corrected correlations). However, for our specific analyses, the choice of method (Raju et al., 1991 , vs. Hunter & Schmidt, 1990 made little difference in the analyses. For the overall analyses of the correlation of Consideration and Initiating Structure with criteria, for example, the standard deviations of the true score correlations differed by only .0099 (.2549 for Raju et al., 1991 , vs. .2648 for Hunter & Schmidt, 1990 and .0112 (.2062 for Raju et al., 1991 , vs. .2175 for Hunter & Schmidt, 1990 , respectively. Note. In some cases, the number of correlations appearing in this table is greater than the number of correlations appearing in subsequent tables. To avoid violating the independence assumption, whereby only one correlation can be analyzed from each sample (Hunter & Schmidt, 1990) , if a study reported correlations of Consideration with motivation and with leader satisfaction, only one of these correlations could be used in the overall analysis reported in Table 2 . In such a case, the criterion was selected at random for the overall analysis.
Because the overall correlations reported in Table 2 are fairly strong and the credibility intervals exclude zero, the overall validities for Consideration and Initiating Structure are interpretable. However, for both Consideration and Structure, the Q statistic is significant, meaning that there is significant variability in the correlations even after taking measurement and sampling error into account. Thus, moderators of the overall relationships likely exist. In accordance, we specified analysis of variance (ANOVA) models in which the corrected correlation () was the dependent variable and the study-level moderators were the explanatory variables. The study-level moderators were as follows: Criteria (which of the six criteria was used in the study), Measure (which of the five measures [LBDQ, LBDQ-XII, LOQ, SBDQ, other] was used in the study), Research Design (cross-sectional or longitudinal), Independence of Data Sources (same source or different source), Study Setting (business, college, military, public sector), and Level of the Leader (supervisory or mid-to upper-level leaders). For Consideration, the ANOVA results revealed that two variablesCriteria and Measure-explained a significant amount of variance in the correlations across studies, with Criteria accounting for 14.7% unique variance ( p Ͻ .01) and Measure accounting for 6.2% unique variance ( p Ͻ .05). As a set, the moderators explained 32.1% of the variance in the Consideration correlations across samples. For Initiating Structure, only Measure accounted for a significant amount of variance. It explained 18.8% ( p Ͻ .01) unique variance in the Initiating Structure correlations across samples. Overall, the moderators explained 24.7% of the variance in the Structure correlations across samples. Thus, Hypothesis 4 was supported by the results-validities for both Consideration and Structure varied significantly by measure.
Given the potential importance of the moderators, especially Criteria and Measure, we conducted separate meta-analyses within each moderator variable category. Table 3 provides the metaanalysis results for Consideration and Initiating Structure, broken down by the six criteria: follower job satisfaction, follower satisfaction with the leader, follower motivation, leader job performance, group-organization performance, and leader effectiveness. As the table shows, both leadership behaviors have nonzero relations with the criteria. The only exceptions are the correlation of Consideration with leader job performance and the correlation of Initiating Structure with follower job satisfaction. In both of these cases, the average correlation is distinguishable from zero (the 90% confidence interval excludes zero), but the 80% credibility interval includes zero, indicating that more than 10% of the correlations are zero or negative. In general, however, the behaviors are significantly related to the criteria, supporting Hypotheses 1 and 2.
In Hypothesis 3, we predicted that leader Consideration will be more strongly related to criteria that reflect follower satisfaction (leader satisfaction, job satisfaction) whereas Initiating Structure will be more strongly related to criteria that reflect leader performance or effectiveness (leader job performance, group- organization performance, leader effectiveness). To test this hypothesis, we conducted a significance test on the correlations to determine if differences were statistically significant. Because the correlations reported in this particular moderator analysis are not independent, our tests for equality must take the dependency of the correlations into account. For example, the correlation between Consideration and follower job satisfaction is not independent of the correlation between Initiating Structure and follower job satisfaction because these correlations are computed from the same population. Thus, to test for equality of dependent correlations, we used the technique described by Steiger (1980) to test the hypotheses, H 0 : yϪc ϭ yϪis . The Steiger test takes dependency into account and allows us to calculate a test statistic with a Student's t distribution. Consistent with Hypothesis 3, Consideration is more strongly related to follower satisfaction (and motivation as well), whereas Initiating Structure is slightly more strongly related to criteria that reflect leader performance. Contrary to Hypothesis 3, Consideration was more strongly related to leader effectiveness, although both correlations were moderately strong in magnitude. Although most of the Q statistics are still statistically significant, their size is greatly reduced, suggesting the criterion does reduce much of the unexplained variability in the correlations. Table 4 provides the meta-analysis results for both behaviors, broken down by measure. As revealed in the table, with a sole exception, the validities of the specific measures generalize across the population of primary studies. Specifically, in all cases except the SBDQ measure of Initiating Structure, both the 90% confidence intervals and the 80% credibility intervals exclude zero. There were two cases in which the validities did vary appreciably. The LOQ-Consideration measure and the SBDQ-Initiating Structure measure both displayed lower correlations than the other measures. In the other cases, validities did not appear to vary much by measure (excepting these two cases, the average deviation in validity was only .01 for Consideration and .04 for Initiating Structure).
One might wonder whether validities should be nested hierarchically, specifically Measure within Criteria. Though there were sufficient sample sizes, in many cases, to perform these nested analyses, there was little reason to believe that validities were interactive. In the ANOVA models explaining variance in Consideration and Initiating Structure, a Criteria ϫ Measure interaction was specified. In neither case did this interaction explain a significant amount of variance in the validities. Furthermore, when separate meta-analyses were conducted by Measure within each criterion group, the results did not appear to vary any more than they did in the separate moderator analyses.
One hierarchical moderator analysis we performed was to investigate whether research design (cross-sectional vs. longitudinal) or method variance (common methods vs. no common methods) explained differences in the validities by measure (e.g., whether the average validity of LOQ measures of Consideration is lower than the other validities because studies using this measure employed more longitudinal designs that minimized common method variance). Specifically, we performed a hierarchical moderator analysis that computed the validity of each measure within each of the four moderator categories (cross-sectional, longitudinal, common methods, and no common methods). The results of this hierarchical moderator analysis are provided in Table 5 . In general, the results show that the effects of research design and method variance do not vary substantially by measure. With few exceptions, when a research design effect or method effect was found for one measure, it was found for the others. For example, for all four measures (LBDQ, LBDQ-XII, LOQ, SBDQ), the Consideration validities were significantly higher when leadership behaviors and outcomes were measured with common methods than when there were no common methods. Similarly, for Initiating Structure, none of the cross-sectional versus longitudinal correlations were significantly different for any of the measures. Thus, overall, it does not seem that research design or method variance substantially explains the different validities obtained by the measures of Consideration and Structure.
Although less powerful than criterion type and measure, the results for the other moderators are provided in Table 6 . With a single exception (Initiating Structure with longitudinal designs), the validities generalized across studies, and in all cases, the average validities were distinguishable from zero. To determine whether validities varied significantly across moderator categories, we used the Quiñones, Ford, and Teachout (1995) Z test. 3 For Consideration, the average correlation from cross-sectional research designs was significantly higher than the average correlation from longitudinal designs (Z ϭ 2.23, p Ͻ .05), but for Initiating Structure, the difference between the two designs was not significant (Z ϭ 0.78, ns). When both Consideration and the leadership criterion were measured by the same source, the average correlation was significantly higher than when measured by different sources (Z ϭ 3.73, p Ͻ .01). The independence of data sources, however, did not affect the average correlation for Initiating Structure. With the exception of a difference between the average correlation for Consideration in business versus in public sector settings (Z ϭ Ϫ2.16, p Ͻ .05), no other study setting moderated the average validity of Consideration or Initiating Structure. Further, there did not exist any significant differences in the average validity for Consideration or Initiating Structure based on the level of the leader within the organization studied.
Finally, although not provided in the tables, we also investigated whether validities for Consideration and Structure varied by whether the correlation came from a published or unpublished (dissertation) source. Overall, the validities were as follows: Consideration-published, p ϭ .47 (k ϭ 149); Considerationunpublished, u ϭ .54 (k ϭ 14); Structure-published, p ϭ .30 (k ϭ 145); Structure-unpublished, u ϭ .30 (k ϭ 14). Using the Quiñones et al. (1995) Z test, the published-unpublished differences in validity were not significantly different (Consideration: p vs. u , Z ϭ Ϫ1.16, ns; Structure: p vs. u , Z ϭ Ϫ.01, ns), suggesting that the overall validities do not differ between published and unpublished sources. Table 7 provides results for the meta-analysis on the relationship between Consideration and Initiating Structure across the 166 samples where we were able to locate such a correlation. As is revealed in the table, the average corrected correlation is relatively weak ( ϭ .17). Although this average corrected correlation is distinguishable from zero, the 80% credibility interval included zero, indicating that in more than 10% of the samples, the Consideration-Structure correlation was zero or negative. Indeed, an examination of the correlations in the database revealed that the correlation was zero or negative in 35% of the samples. Thus, Hypothesis 5 (a significant Consideration-Structure correlation) received mixed support. Furthermore, the very large and significant Q statistic suggests that there are factors that moderate this relationship. Hypothesis 6 predicted that the measure used would moderate the Consideration-Structure relationship. In accordance, as with previous analyses, we specified an ANOVA model in which measure was used to explain variability in the Consideration-Structure correlations across samples. The ANOVA results revealed that the measure of Consideration and Structure explained a large and significant amount-52.7% ( p Ͻ .01)-of the variance in the correlations.
Given that the measure used in studies explained much of the variability in the Consideration-Structure correlation across samples, we estimated separate meta-analyses by the measure used in the study. The results of these meta-analyses broken down by measure are provided in Table 8 . As revealed in the table, the Consideration-Structure correlations varied substantially by measure. In two cases (LBDQ and LBDQ-XII), the average correlations are moderately to strongly positive, in two cases (LOQ and SBDQ), the average correlations are weakly negative, and for other-unidentified measures, the average correlation is moderately positive. Using the Quiñones et al. (1995) test, the average Consideration-Structure correlation based on the LBDQ measure is significantly stronger than the average correlation based on the LOQ or SBDQ measures (Z ϭ 10.33, p Ͻ .01, and Z ϭ 7.22, p Ͻ .01, respectively). Similarly, the average correlation based on the LBDQ-XII is significantly stronger than the average correlation based on the LOQ or SBDQ measures (Z ϭ 13.56, p Ͻ .01, and Z ϭ 8.26, p Ͻ .01, respectively). Thus, Hypothesis 6 is supported. The correlation between Consideration and Initiating Structure does vary depending on the measure used to assess these constructs.
Discussion
Despite their predominance in the literature a generation ago, Consideration and Initiating Structure have long been dismissed as important influences on leadership effectiveness. House and Podsakoff (1994) labeled the body of findings as "relatively disappointing" (p. 50). Yukl (1998) labeled the results as "weak and inconsistent" (p. 49). Northouse (1997) remarked that the "preponderance of the research in this area was inconclusive" (p. 38). Yukl and Van Fleet (1992) concluded, "The long fixation on consideration and initiating structure appears to have come to an end" (p. 159). Even models that sought to delineate the conditions under which Consideration and Initiating Structure were relevant-path-goal theory and substitutes for leadership-have not received strong support in the literature (Dionne, Yammarino, Atwater, & James, 2002; Wofford & Liska, 1993) . Since 1980, there have been only a handful of empirical journal articles on Consideration or Initiating Structure, and there have been none since 1987. A recent 500-page book on leadership revealed only a single, passing citation to the Ohio State studies (Mathieu, 2001, p. 454) . Similarly, Consideration and Structure were completely absent from a recent 53-chapter edited book on leadership (Hickman, 1998) . These behaviors seem to be in danger of being viewed as Note. k ϭ number of correlations; N ϭ combined sample size; r ϭ mean observed correlations; ϭ estimated true score correlation. a 90% confidence interval excluded zero. b 80% credibility interval excluded zero. historical artifacts in leadership research-important artifactsbut artifacts of little contemporary relevance nonetheless. This denouement for the Ohio State leadership behaviors, however, may be premature. The results of the present quantitative review revealed that both Consideration and Initiating Structure have important main effects on numerous criteria that most would argue are fundamental indicators of effective leadership. It is striking how the validities for each behavior generalized-across criteria, across measures, and even over time and across sources. Of course, these behaviors are not all there is to solving the mysteries of leadership effectiveness. However, just as surely, the results do suggest that these behaviors-Consideration and Initiating Structure-are important pieces in the leadership puzzle.
In interpreting the meaning of this meta-analytic review, one should note that these results are not the result of "fantastic" meta-analytic corrections. We simply corrected the leader behavior and criterion results on the basis of coefficient alpha reliability estimates, which, in most cases, were at acceptable levels (the average reliability, across all behaviors and criteria, was ␣ ϭ .81). To be sure, there is an argument that interrater reliability estimates would be the more appropriate corrections (see Murphy & DeShon, 2000, and Schmidt, Viswesvaran, & Ones, 2000) . Furthermore, one could even argue that the correlations should be corrected for range restriction because it is likely that individuals are selected to leadership positions on the basis of the degree to which they are considerate and structuring. It is likely that performing these two corrections (using interrater reliability and correcting estimates for range restriction) would have made the corrected correlations considerably higher. The point here is that these results are not news because our corrections transformed weak correlations into moderately strong ones. The correlations were always there, which makes it unfortunate that they were overlooked.
Why were the correlations overlooked? How could the conclusions of reviewers of this literature have been so wrong? One means of reconciling the pessimistic conclusions of past research with the more positive results of this review is to examine the history of other areas. In the area of personality and job performance, prior to Barrick and Mount's (1991) meta-analysis, researchers had cautioned against the use of personality tests (Mount & Barrick, 1998) . Similarly, meta-analysis dramatically altered the conclusions in the area of intelligence and integrity tests (see Schmidt & Hunter, 1998 , for a review). Although there is nothing wrong with qualitative reviews per se, they are subject to various errors, including the fact that subjective accounting of study results often leads to inaccurate conclusions. As a specific case in point, Kerr and Schriesheim (1974) concluded, "LOQ studies have typically yielded much less significant relationships between predictors and criteria than have those using the LBDQ or SBDQ" (p. 561). Yet, our results show that although for Consideration this conclusion is accurate, for Initiating Structure this conclusion clearly is inaccurate. Perhaps the conclusions in past qualitative reviews were not tested meta-analytically because the literature had already been pronounced as dead before the advent of metaanalysis in industrial-organizational psychology. Why metaanalyze a literature, researchers may have asked, that had long been obsolete? That Consideration and Initiating Structure are far from obsolete-that they have significant main effects-does not deny the possibility that these effects are moderated by other variables. Indeed, our moderator analyses were successful in revealing several factors that appear to affect the validity of Consideration and Initiating Structure. There may be other moderators. Furthermore, our results do not fully address concerns that have been expressed about the measures of Consideration and Initiating Structure. For example, concerns have been raised about skew in responses to the items, and there are concerns about leniency, social desirability, and halo effects (see . That the measures correlate with "hard" performance and effectiveness criteria ameliorates some, but certainly not all, of these concerns. We further note that measures of transformational leadership likely suffer from many of the same limitations. Indeed, a meta-analysis of the transformational leadership literature (Lowe, Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996) appears to be dominated by correlations suffering from common-source limitations.
The measure used in leadership studies did moderate the validity of both Consideration and Initiating Structure. Although Schriesheim and Kerr (1974) favored the LBDQ-XII, and Fleishman (1995) preferred the LOQ or SBDQ, the original LBDQ and the LBDQ-XXII have the highest validities averaged across Consideration and Structure. That is, for Consideration, the LOQ was less valid than the other three measures and, for Initiating Structure, the SBDQ was less valid than the other three. On the other hand, in only one of eight possible relationships involving the four measures of the two behaviors was the validity not generalizable (the LOQ measure of Initiating Structure). Thus, the measure of Consideration and Initiating Structure does matter, but only in one case does it matter so dramatically as to destroy the validity of the behavior. Overall, the pattern of correlations is more consistent than has been depicted in previous reviews (e.g., Yukl, 1998) .
In general, Consideration exhibited stronger relationships with the criteria than did Initiating Structure. This was especially true with respect to follower satisfaction (follower job satisfaction, follower satisfaction with the leader). Initiating Structure did have slightly stronger relations with group-organization performance. Thus, to some extent, our hypothesis that followers prefer considerate leaders but will perform more effectively for structuring leaders, was supported. On the other hand, Consideration was linked to leader job performance and group-organization performance, and Initiating Structure was linked to leader satisfaction. Both behaviors also were linked to follower motivation and leader effectiveness, with Consideration being somewhat more important.
Whereas the validities of Consideration and Initiating Structure (in correlating with the criteria) do not vary strongly across measures (as a rule), the intercorrelation between the two behaviors does vary considerably across measures. Fleishman (1995) commented that the LOQ and SBDQ Consideration and Initiating Structure intercorrelations are quite small, and our results confirm this observation. The correlations between the LBDQ and LBDQ-XII Consideration and Initiating Structure scales were appreciably larger but not so large as to render the two concepts redundant. For example, the correlations among the transformational leadership dimensions (average r ϭ .78), and even between transformational leadership and transactional leadership in the form of contingent reward (average r ϭ .68), are far higher than the LBDQ Consid-eration and Structure correlation (see Lowe et al., 1996, p. 421) . The implications of the Consideration-Initiating Structure correlation, whether the LOQ and SBDQ are to be preferred due to their lower Consideration-Structure intercorrelation, and implications of this association for the incremental validity of the scales, are issues that need further analysis in future research.
The validity of Consideration was significantly stronger in cross-sectional designs than in longitudinal designs and when variables were measured by the same source. Perhaps there is a higher social desirably component to Consideration, which would explain why same-source and cross-sectional validities were substantially higher and, perhaps in part, why Consideration correlates so strongly with leader satisfaction. It is interesting to note that these methodological features did not affect the validity of Initiating Structure.
Future Research
Given the validity estimates reported here, further study of Consideration and Initiating Structure in leadership research is warranted. There are two general directions for future research. First, research should address some questions that were unanswered (perhaps due to the virtual abandonment of the topic) in past research. Second, Consideration and Structure have virtually disappeared in contemporary research; these concepts should be integrated with more recent theorizing in leadership research specifically and organizational behavior research more generally. Thus, beyond the areas already suggested, we provide below an agenda for future research.
Mediators of consideration and structure effects. Future research should explore mediators that explain why Consideration and Structure have their effects on the outcomes. As noted by Northouse (1997) , past research "has not adequately shown how leaders' styles are associated with performance outcomes" (p. 45). Although many potential mediators could be investigated, an especially promising mediating framework is organizational justice. Justice research has suggested that there are at least three organizational justice dimensions: distributive, procedural, and interactional (Cropanzano, Byrne, Bobocel, & Rupp, 2001) . It seems likely that leaders high on Initiating Structure are likely to foster distributive justice. As discussed by Greenberg and Lind (2000) , the equity principle is that outcomes should be distributed according to contributions. Leaders high on Initiating Structure define rules regarding work duties, maintain standards, and determine the consequences of goal attainment. It seems likely that followers of such leaders should feel that their rewards are distributed according to the equity rule. Interactional justice is the degree to which individuals are treated with dignity, respect, and sensitivity by authority figures. Because Consideration is "the extent to which a leader exhibits concern for the welfare of the other members of the group" (Bass, 1990, p. 511) , leaders high on Consideration should be better at fostering interactional justice. Finally, it appears that both Consideration and Structure are relevant to procedural justice, although in different ways. Considerate leaders should provide higher procedural justice in that they appear to follow several of Leventhal's (1980) rules in that they "put subordinates' suggestions into operation" and "obtain subordinates' approval on important matters before going ahead" (Bass, 1990, p. 511) . As for Structure, on the one hand, structuring leaders should foster procedural justice in that they clearly communicate expectations and set clear standards across people. On the other hand, their directive nature may cause followers to feel they are without a voice in how the rules and procedures are established. Clearly, the integration of the Ohio State factors with justice theory is an important area for future research.
Further mediating mechanisms and integration with other literatures. Although formulations of leader-member exchange (LMX) theory suggest that leaders behave differently toward different followers, affect or liking is closely linked to LMX operationalizations (Liden, Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997) . Are considerate leaders more effective, in part, because they are better liked? Liking has been speculated to be a contaminant in the measurement of the behavioral dimensions . Perhaps it is, instead, a mediating variable that explains why considerate leaders are more satisfying to followers. As for mediators of Initiating Structure effects, perhaps structuring leaders are more effective because they are more likely to set hard and specific goals for their followers. The motivational effects of goal setting are well documented (Locke, 1997) , and Kirkpatrick, Locke, and Latham (1996) integrated the goal-setting and leadership literatures. This effort did not, however, include Initiating Structure. Thus, it seems possible that integrating Consideration and Structure with the concepts in LMX and goal-setting theories, respectively, might prove worthwhile. Another mechanism that might mediate the relationship between Consideration and Structure and follower performance concerns followers' beliefs about their performance abilities. That is, because goals are thought to influence self-efficacy (e.g., Locke, 1997) , Initiating Structure may contribute to follower feelings of increased efficacy which, in turn, lead to performance (Bandura, 1986) . In addition, supportive leader behavior is linked to follower self-confidence in House's (1996) revised theory of path-goal leadership, which suggests that Consideration should also lead to increased follower self-efficacy and performance. Future research should investigate such mediating mechanisms.
Integration with transformational leadership. Transformationalcharismatic leadership is the most popular contemporary leadership theory, and one that also is supported by meta-analytic evidence (Lowe et al., 1996) . Although transformational leadership is seen as an advance over the Consideration and Initiating Structure dimensions, there has been surprisingly little discussion of the relationship of the Ohio State leader behaviors to transformational leadership. Bass (1999) pointedly argued that a facet of transformational leadership-individualized consideration-was to be distinguished from the Ohio State Consideration factor. However, Seltzer and Bass's (1990) study revealed moderately strong correlations of transformational leadership with Consideration and Initiating Structure. Mindful of Bass's (1999) argument that Consideration and individualized consideration are distinct, we are aware of no empirical research that has fully addressed this issue. How the two frameworks can be integrated, given their validity, is deserving of attention.
Causal ordering. As Bass (1990) noted, a limitation of past research is the inability to ascertain whether "leadership is a cause, a consequence, or a coincidence of group effectiveness, satisfaction, or other valued outcomes" (p. 542). This is a long-standing criticism of this literature (Korman, 1966) , yet with few exceptions there has been little effort to study the causal relationship between Consideration, Structure, and outcomes. Moreover, because the characteristics understanding, caring, and concerned, as well as decisive, directive, and organized are endorsed by individuals as attributes of leaders (Lord, Foti, & De Vader, 1984) , it seems possible that implicit theories of leadership may explain the validities of Consideration and Structure. Specifically, individuals may attribute effective leadership by perceiving such leaders as considerate and structuring, irrespective of whether those behaviors actually led to effective leadership.
Construct validity of measures. Do different measures of Consideration and, in particular, Initiating Structure, reflect the same construct and, if not, what differing aspects of leadership do they tap? Is one more construct-valid than the others? There appears to be a trade-off in that the most valid measures across both factors (LBDQ, LBDQ-XII) also have the strongest intercorrelations between the two factors. It seems that the higher overall validity of the LBDQ and LBDQ-XII measures of Consideration and Structure is paid in the coin of higher intercorrelations between the measures. The measurement of the dimensions was a prominent theme in the literature (e.g., but one that never reached a resolution. Given the results observed in this review, more construct validity work is needed.
Causes of Consideration and Structure. What causes a leader to display considerate and structuring behaviors? It seems possible that agreeable individuals are more considerate, whereas conscientious (and perhaps less open) individuals are more structuring. found that leaders who had high scores on Consideration also had high scores on benevolence, a trait that seems closely aligned to agreeableness. Similarly, Bass (1990, p. 522) reported the results of a study showing that charm was related to Consideration; charming is a characteristic that could easily be associated with extraverts, along with related traits such as witty, flamboyant, and vivacious (Goldberg, 1990 ). Bass also reported that ascendancy, a trait associated with conscientiousness, is related to Initiating Structure (p. 523). Although these studies predate the popularity of the five-factor model, they do suggest that future research linking personality to Consideration and Structure would be worthwhile.
Nonlinear relations. Fleishman (1995 Fleishman ( , 1998 has repeatedly noted that the field has practically ignored potential nonlinearities in the validity of Consideration and Structure. In 1998, for example, Fleishman commented, "It is difficult to find other work stimulated by our findings of curvilinearity in leadership-work group performance relationships" (p. 831). Nonlinearities involving the Ohio State factors could take several forms. First, there may be interactions between Consideration and Structure. Fleishman and Harris (1962) found that relatively considerate leaders could increase structure with little or no negative consequences, whereas the same was not true for less considerate leaders. Second, the effects of Consideration and Structure may be curvilinear, as Fleishman and Harris (1962) also found in their study. Finally, although moderating effects (e.g., pressure for production, climate) have been hypothesized and tested (see Fleishman, 1995) , the results are piecemeal and replication attempts have been rare. We note that because we found linear relations of Consideration and Structure with the outcomes in this review does not deny the existence or importance of nonlinearities. Linear and nonlinear effects can coexist. Additional outcomes. It seems possible that the validity of Consideration and Structure might be even more impressive if additional criteria were studied. Perhaps past researchers have not studied the criteria that these measures are most likely to predict. Specifically, it would seem that structuring leaders might result in greater team efficacy and performance, and considerate leaders might produce greater team cohesiveness. Perhaps considerate leaders, by facilitating trust, generate more integrative conflict resolution strategies and greater intra-and interorganizational coordination. Undoubtedly, there are other criteria that are conceptually close to Consideration and Structure to which these behaviors could be related.
Levels of analysis. Finally, although nearly all of the studies included in our meta-analysis were at the individual leader level of analysis, in future research this may not be the case. Most studies were at the individual level of analysis where a follower evaluated the leadership of his or her leader, and these evaluations were related to a criterion corresponding to that leader, such as follower satisfaction with the leader or an independent rating of leader job performance (e.g., House, Filley, & Kerr, 1971) . In a few studies (e.g., Parker, 1963) , Consideration and Structure were measured with follower ratings averaged across followers. Such designs implicitly assume that the leader effects are equivalent across followers, which may or may not be a valid assumption. Given that followers are nested within leaders and that there may be multiple levels of leaders, in the future it would benefit researchers to use a multilevel framework in investigating the effects of Consideration and Structure.
Limitations
Although the findings reported here make a contribution to the leadership literature, several limitations must be acknowledged. First, from a conceptual perspective, our moderator analyses were limited by the nature of the primary studies in that we could not investigate the effects of theoretically relevant moderators such as those proposed in House's (1996) revised theory of path-goal leadership (e.g., uncertainty, predictability, interdependence, etc.). Second, a methodological limitation stems from the fact that the number of correlations for some of the moderator analyses is relatively small. However, because meta-analytic estimates based on relatively small number of studies are not biased, and only their variability is affected (Schmidt, Hunter, Pearlman, & Hirsh, 1985) , such meta-analytic results remain the best available estimates in the literature. Finally, our results, because they are a summary of the extant literature, reflect more correlations relating the behaviors to some criteria (satisfaction) than to others (commitment, performance, etc.) . However, we should note that, in general, the behaviors do appear to be related to performance and other objective criteria, even though the number of correlations is relatively small.
Conclusion
In discussing the results of a meta-analytic study, the goal should be to answer the question, "'Where are we now that this meta-analysis has been conducted?'" (Rosenthal, 1995, p. 190 ). Where we are now, in terms of the validity of Consideration and Initiating Structure, is at a considerably more optimistic place than past reviews have placed us. We are not arguing that all of the criticisms of past research have been wrong or that the present investigation answers all of the unanswered questions regarding the Ohio State leadership behaviors. For example, our results cannot speak to nonlinearities in the relations, a possibility that has been repeatedly raised (Fleishman, 1995 (Fleishman, , 1998 but seldom investigated. Furthermore, the paradox of differing results by measure, although being informed by this review, is essentially left unresolved. What we are arguing is that it is inadvisable, at this point, to abandon Consideration and Initiating Structure in leadership research. Some of the more prominent organizational psychologists in the history of the field-Stogdill, Shartle, and Fleishman, among others-spent the better part of their careers researching these concepts. It appears their investigations were more productive than previously thought, and that the fruit born of these investigations could prove useful once again in leadership research.
